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AEESTRACT
TITLE: Redefining Security: Z000 and Beyend
AUTHOR: Wayne C. 7Thompsch, Liewtenanl Colonel, CAF

The end of post-World war II, Eaci-ivlest ideolegical rivalry

oo
{

and wilitary confrasntation challerges maturz and respconsible
natiaons to redefine security Iinterasts, ocbjectives and strategies
tor the 21lst century. Coherent security ond defence policies
must take inlto account an incresatzingly interdeperdert world whose
future physical survival might well depend on  preventing the
prouliferation and use of an increasingly lethal array of weapons

Tradi

or

ot mass destructicn. ional zirategic thirking aimed at
countering specific threats, inclueding throvgh nuclear deterrence
and sirategic defence, will appegar increasingly anachronistic to a
pulic bent on reaping "peace dividends" accruing from the end of
the Cold War. This paper argsuez that mature and resbonsible
naticris have nc logiczai ar ratioral alternative but to 1l=zad the
way toward more "cooperative"” notiocne of security, based ern the
comnplementary principles of pouwer centrel ard war prevention.
Nations will be secure to the &xtent they constrain purely
unilateral wmilitary efforts and cocperate in the pursuit of mutual
security within a suitable framework of internationally-binding
agreements., Fortifying international justice with zeccperative
international military power, if necessary, is the ultimate goal
of cucperative security, . and the escence of a rational security

paradigm for the twenty-firzi century.
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REDEFINIMG SECURITY:
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INTRODUCTIONM

Dramatic changes have been witnessed recently in the
international security setting. Besides the sudden collapse of the
Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War in all its various
dimensions, other svents are unfolding at an astonishing pace. On
the heels of a stunning United Mations coalition victary in  the
Fersian Gulf, Middle East peace talks have begur, Morth and South
Korea appear o the verge of nearingful dialogue, apartheid in
South Africa has ended, and military strife in Central America has

subsided. Absent, however, is the

m

lative stability and

predictability that were once a feature af East-West bigolar

confrontation. Apparently ascendant are potentiaily explosive
regianail instabilities +fueied by ethnig, territorial and

religious rivairies, the resurgsnce of naticnalism, and the ever
vexing plague of state-sponsored and' international terrorism,
Moreover, there remains the devastaling potential and global reach
ot modern instrumenis of war, and the proliferation both of
weapons of mass destruction and of the means for their delivery.

Deveioping appreopriate gecurity strategices to deal with the
uncertain future was, perhapse, rnever more challenging., Indeed,
there is every possibility that future history will record this
time as one o+ the great miliestones in.human evolution, It is a
time when indivicdual naticn-states are beginning to consider self-
imposed limitations on traditional notions of sovereignty in the

interests of larger, marce eceremically and militarily secure

r—




"communities" of nations.* It is a time when global communicationg
pernit the uncensoresed sharing of ideas, nsd the convergence of
psychosocial values and attitudes.® It is a time when

environmental concerns &ranscend natiecnal! boundaries and  cause
responsible citizens to rzassess the way business is conducted in
nearly every field of endeavor.® And, it iz a time when national
security policies need to be refocused, taking into account an
increasingly multipolar and interdependent world. From a military
perspective, as military forces are scaled back in line with
shrinking defence budgets within many industriaiized nations, it
is a time when the relationship between political ends and
military means nesds to be reexanined.

Events of the recent past provide the opportunity to
reappraise customary and contemporary notions of security( It is
increasingly evident that security tocday cannot be defined in
purely military terms, and that no onz nation today can expect to
ensure its security through puresly unilateral military mzans. Not
only is there opportunity to redefine security, but there is also
sufficient motivaticn, nat least of which is the iethality and
global impact cf modern instrunmenis of war, including weapons of
nass destruction. A Afundamentail question is vhether the
traditionai security paradign sstablishes o valid basis for
formuiating security concepis in  the 21st century, or whether
the security moadel of the past was, and therefore may yet be,
entirely wrong in its most basic conceptiens. In the words of

strategist Bernard Brodie, writing in 1959! “"We know from even

"




the most casual study of military history how fallible man is in
matters concerning war and how difficult it is for him...to adjust
to new weapons. Yet compared to the changes we have ta consider
now, tihose of the past, whorn measured from one war to the next,
were almost trivial. And aimost always in the past there was tinme

even after hostilities began for the significance of the
techrnological changes tc be learned and appreciated. 3Such time
will not again be available in any unrestricted war of the
future,."”?

Redefining security for the twernty-first century and beyond
is the thrust of this papsr. While receognrizing that there are many
other dimensions to security than the military one, the focus will
narrow primarily on wmilitary aspects. Baginning with a
retrospective assessment of military security considerations of
the recent past, ard centinuing with an appraisal of security
challenges of the near term, it will aim to establish fundamental
and enduring principies upon which futu}e security concepts might
be based. The paper will argue that mature and responsible nations
have nho 1iogical ar ratioral alternative but te break from
*collective"” military traditions cf the past, and to lead the way
toward more "coorLorative" notions of security, based an  the
complementary and mutually supporiing principles of power control

and war prevention.

il
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From the earliest cays c4 recorded hictory to the
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evolution of tihe modern nation state, mankind has strugoled for

survival and for the power that would agsist in this struggle. In

a continuum of recorded wars, somne o waged to  preserve anr

s

N

ideal, some to protect life and proparty, and some to acquire yet
more power, security has hinged on the ability to wage and survive

war. This legacy found expression inh the statement "if one desires

peace, then onz must prepare $or war."® Attesting to the
forcefulness with which this legacy was burned into heman

consciousness, the validiiy of war "as the continuation of pelicy
by othner mneans" remained unrchallsnged despite the advent of
nuclear weapons. For same, nowevsr, a garadoxical guestion cmerged
from the post-World War II "balance cf terrer" strategic conceptl
if laryge-scale nuciear war thrzatened global destruction, how
couid war serve survivai?® For only Lthe past two generations, this
guestion has presented a strategic and moral dilemma, and shaken

roots. Whereas in the

[
o
14

the +{raditional security paradigm ic

ast, wars served to settle political arquments, neormally grantine
3 r s

°3
0

the wvictor a greater measurege of sccurity than wmight have Dbeen
possibie by other means, securify tor future generations was now
heid hostagg tc the threat of total war itself.?

Wwithin the customary security J{ramework, however, nuclear
weapons were treated officialiy as just amother rung on the ladder
of increasing weapons lethalily. Frowm the beginning of the Cold
war, il was widely heid that smali: yield nuclear weapons could be

used andg cantraclled withkout rislking large-scale huclear

43

escalation. Even large~-scale suclear use was considered by some to
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favourable to one side.® Gf course, all of tf

were {(and continue to be) purely theoretical, &3 were the opposing

argunents. Such arguments tocused on ths lzsser inown and  longer-

iy

i

lg nuzlear detonatians. For

$oa

term theoretical cfrects of nu

1,

exampie, might command and coatrol cf nuclear wsapons be disrupted
or rendered inetvtfective, consideriag uncertain facters such as
ciectromagnetic pulse generated by nuclisar bursts? Could lzes  of
control lead to unconstrained nuclear escalaticn? Might this leave
the planet’'s fragile ecosystom damagzd Seyond regair, and oxisting

ocial structures and life {3z we know it) untenable? From this

1]

debate enmerged one cenbtral taci - that the potential costs of
vaiidating theorestical concepticrns of nucledr wegponzs Qez were too

enarmcus to imagine.” With this realizatics came the understanding

that nucliear WEanonNs, Darying any ceffective defsnce cr
countermeasures, represented <ar moere Lhan just another

evolutionary atep in the incressing leihality of firepower. Some
iourty years atter the +irst use in war of atenmic weapons, it was
officially recosnized that *nuclear wgr cannot te wonr, and must
never be fought, "t

The traditional securiiy mindset, however, wag noi prepared
to yieid to pressures urging a redefinition of security. Such
pressures werc manifest, for enanple, in calls +or nuclear

disarmawent, and sinilarly sinplistic solulions which failed to

consider that a weapon once invented csuld rnobl  be disinvented.

(22

Those who argued Jair compiete disarmanment seemcd not to




appreciate that weapons uwo not cause wars - wars sgssentiallsy

stem +rom the ages old belied that military force;, including the

waging of totai war, ig & wviable means of protecting  and
asserting national seli-inierezi. Thus, the "disarmanenrt

movement", by advocating ifreating Lhe symptaom rather  than  the
cause of convlici, led Lo no sericus guestioning of customary

security wthinking., Disarmancsit, as o moeanys of avolding nuclear

catastrophe, was reburfed by thozs whe Bolisved that a2 natioan
whith bwat its swords intg plauvshshares was destined o plough the

fivids o+ those wnc didn’t.

instead, suviuticns to the rnuclezr 4ileoemma, foundsed witihin the

v

traditional security paradizm, dfocuszcd on Zetzrring huclear war

¢ retatiatary damadge in the svent

r

tnrough  threatening unaccepla
of nuclear attack. AL the sane fime, in an sffcrt to minimize the
potential dawagz of a pre-empitlive nuclear attack, consideration
was 9given to buiiding unilateral strategic defeonces. Excess
veapons and capabilities were subject to negctiated arms
control. When sguared-cff against a neclear-egquipped sdversary who
threatensd aggression, possibiy with nuclear wezapons, the concept
of deteirrence throush centrolied escalaticn up to and  including
total war (despite tthe atitendant risk of global destruction)
secmed almosg:t ratiowal. Fer marny, however, the chinks in the
security paradigm were beginning tc widen. Clearly, frcm o public
perspective, continuing te  train organize, and equip military
forces, as a matter of policy, for total war which could nsver be

won, was becoming increasingly costiy, and increasingly difficult

O~




to justify as wither realistic or srudent.i? Nevertheles so

b

iong as the coid war persisted, neither fiucal realities nor
the risk that war might destroy whatever agolitizsl ggals it was
intended to preserve were sufficient to call inle guestion the

fundamental tenets of the traditional sezurity wmodel.,
7/

THE CHAMGING FARADIGH

iar rivairy, whichk tas

[ &)

With +the end ui Esst-West bLip
dominated the interraticnal security setting sincse the advent of
nuciear weapons, and wiih the strengthening of international
security coopegration under the auspizces of the United Nations or
of regional security regines such as the Conforente on  Sscurity
and Coaperation in Europe (Z5CE), security thinking may be more
raticnally focused. Cerﬁaiﬂly, it is less heretical today than it
vwas a few vyears agc to suggest that war can no longer be
considered the continuation of policy by other means.®® If policy
does nat entertain self-éestructicn as an end, Lthen neither should
war. Since modern war; patcntially'invalving woapons of  mass
destruction, ihreatens survival, it can lcocgicaelly and irrefutably
be cast as tie antitnesis of policy. The step from the customary
security framework to & rew definition of security must be a
conscious one, taken in the full realization that war cannot be
counienanced as a viable mgans of 2asuring security. War, that
puts at risk the institutions it {3 intended to protect, must, as
a watter of poiicy, be relegated to the pages of history.

Instead, coherert and iosical security policies of the future

must aim at the prevention of war and its likely antecedents. To

~.




address the possible recmergence of the threat of nuclear
confrontation or intimidétian, nuclear policiss should ainm toward
the cocoperative developmant of strategit deftences, in concert with
other nuclear-capable nations, coaombined with and contigent upon
effectively verifiable reducticns in nuclear arsenals to the
lowest levels possible. Seeking enhanced securiiy will continue to
be a primary poiitico-military inperative. However, vhenh
confronted with the indefensible threat of wsapons of mass
destruction, sscurity cannot be achieved by building unconstrained
military power, but by coniroliing and channelling it., In other
words, military forces must be used naot to wage, but to prevent,
war, This is the premier Feature of the charnging security

paradigmn.

EMERGING SECURITY PRINCIFLES

The +irst principle underiying security thinking for the 21st
century is that a nation’s security is achieved not by
threatening, but by guaranteging, the security of another.
Mations, in the +future, will be secure to the extent they
constrain purely unilateral military efforts in the pursuit of
mutual security. Translating this principle into policy will
require nations to reagpraise national sovereign rights to
determine unilaterally defence needs and actions, in favour of
security planning which strives, through negotiation and
compromise, to accommadate the threat perceptions and military

security needs of all willing partners in mutual security.® This

o)




might entail codifying, unde: internationally-binding
arrangemnents, mnutually-agreed miiitary force levels, postures and
deployments, as a +first step toward comprehensive sescurity
cooperation. Second and subsequent steps could be taken, depending
on  the regional circumstances, to enhance security cooperation
thrauglh measures designed to bulld mutual confidence contcerning
the non~-aggressive military interntions and capabilities of
neighboring states. Establisghing ogreed norms of military
behaviour and building cooperative military security habits would
ensure that no nation need feel threatened by the sclf-defensive
actions of others. Al the practical level, relations between
nations, including security assistance o newly industrialized
nations, could hinge on the extent to which security policies are
aligned with this first principie.

Failure to accept.this principle can only perpetﬁate the
circumstances that led to two world wars in this century, and that
wiil wuwltimately result in the continuesd devslopment and wide-
spread proliferation o¥f increasingly lethal weapans of mass
destruction. The principle of cooperative security, reversing the
trends of the past, is rocted in {firm political and military
grounds. Since the devastation of war fought with weapons of mass
destruction cannot be contained w;thin'sovereign territories, such
war cannot be considered a politically-azcceptable right o+
sovereignty. Therefare, security cooperation to control military
povier has become an internaticnal political responsibility. From a

military perspective, it is neither sensible to assume that all




avaliiable means of firepower can be controlled once war begins,

nor rationa to aim at winning {or surviving) any war in which

weapans of mass destruction might be vuvsed. In summary, the
increasing lethality and potentially indiscriminate effects of
modern weapons of war demand that sscurity be redzfined, in the
+irst instance, emphasizing ccoperative control of nmilitary pawer,

The second principie unde&pinnigg a new definition cf
security, and buttressing the principle o0of cooperative power
control, is the principle o+ cocperative war prevention. As the
world communily mwoves closer to defining common values and
establishing acceptable standards of state behaviour,
international mwilitary cocperation will be reguired to deal with
threats to those values and violations cof those standards. Whzreas
coliective security institutions (for example, MNATO) traditionally
have +focused on deterring asgressicn through balancing -military
power, ccoperative security eofforts should aim to legitimize
multinational responses to agyression or to other equally serious
vioclations of iaternationally-agreed norms of state behaviour.
Movement in this direction is evidenced by a growing tendency to
use the United Nations as it was originally intend=d to be used,
and to build supporting cooperative security institutions, swuch as

the pan-European/trans-Atlantic CSCE.?*® The potential shift to

r
o

mare coaperative concepts of security is also implicitly
ackrowledged in attempts tco articulate the essence of a "new world
order" envisaging the use of international military force to lend

potency to international justice.?*s

10




Failure to use wilitary {force, cooporatively and decisively,
to punish violations ot accepted state behaviour, where
appropriate, would continuz to encourage prospects of war and
undermine security For aii. Just as commurity law enforcement
could not expect to prevent crime by prosecuting some violations
and ignaring others, the purpaose cf war prevention could not be

served by arbitrary or selective anilitary intervention. Patential

m

F behaviour can only be deterred

G}
[

vioglators of international norm
by the certain expectation of an internationally-czarnctiored and

is fully supportable in

[14]

timely wilitary response. This principl
politico-miiitary terms. Internationrnal military cooperation, as a
cornerstone of cooperative scourity, will enable leaders te relate
miiitary roles and cbjectives plausibly to the enforcement of
international law, rather than to the pursuit of controversial
notions of national self-interest. AOny filagging of public'support
tor future internationallw-sancti:ned-militavy action couwld be
justifiably redressed on i{he basis of aligning public rights and

responsibilities - in ather werdz, by reminding citizens that the

-
Fad

right to enjoy & just worid pgpeace carries with the
responsibility to empower isternaticnal juctice with the use of
miiitary force.?t®

Since appiying these principles will entail cornsiderable
adjustments to contewporary security thinking, oppositicn can be

v+

expected. For example there are those who will argue fer  the

Rl

{-dotermiration, including the

w

continued and unbridled right o

right to pursue unilaterally naticnal interests thrcugh armed

-
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force, i+t  necessary. Such an arguuent fails to apprecizate the
consequences of exercising traditional sovereiqgn rights, including
perpetuating ihe wmyth that security can be enhanced by preparing
for and wasing war. In a werld where the proliferation of weapons
of mass destructicn aicng with the neans to deliver them is
commonpiace, this argument hkas no laogic. Clirgirg to the
wraditional scvereign righl of uarilateral actiony, that could
uitimately lead to seilqs- estru:hxon, is arathema to both
sovereignty and security. Assuredly, cooperative security is a
concept that can be Cxp;ctud te atiract oniy the more mature and
responsible nations of the internaticonal community, I: will be
encumbent on these nationz tc Iead by oxampla in basing security
policies on the io3ical and =nduring prewmise that intsrnational

cooperation and national self-intercet are ore and the same.

COOFERATIVE V3 TRADITIONAL CONCEPTS OF SECURITY

Contrasting security poelicies of the past with those that
mighi evoive within a cooperative security framevork will provide
a clearer picture of the Ffundamental differences between
cooperative and contemporary notions of scecocurity., Semantically,
the term "cooperative security” is irntended to give new and unique
EXPression to what has ULeen termed “"coilective security"
Similariy, Lne terms "caoperative pewer centrel” and “"cooperative
war prevention" are intended to revamp iraditicnal conrcepts of
"arms control® and “deterrence®. However, more than subtle
semantic differences would zuist, in practice, between agparently

similar old and new expressicns.

o
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in the case of "cooperative” v "colleztive" sscurity, the

differences relate to the purposss sorved by sach., For xample,

traditional coiieclive security, whether in the zontext of 4ornal

aliliances (such as NATS) or inforral geo-politiczl grousings of

United Nations member states (such as the Weoestern LCuropeanrn and

olher - WEOG - grouping: hags  tegadz=d gsaerally *to serve the
purposes of watlions wal  zhare  connon, often ideological,
interests. Suuch cllective security grougings weore Jforged in

response  to  commoniy-parceived, speciftic threats to shared,
giscrete interests. Cocperalive security, or the other harnd, would
encourage the cross-cultueral groupings of raticns whe possess the

requisite maturiiy and rewponsibiiity to recognize that all

r'.

nations share a gseneric and enduring interzst in power control and
war prevention. The cocoperative intentions of such rations would
be manitfest in their willingnesse to zeek military security through
negotiation and comprownise, and .to prevent war through
legitinmizing the use cof military pewer only in self-defence, or as
part of an internationaliy-sarctiaoned response to the abuse of
military power or violaticn of internationally-agreed norms.
Distinguisting between "arms control” and “cocperative  power
control® further highiighte the differernces inkerent in  promoting
discrete, aliiance interests and advarcing genzric, international
interests. In the bloc-to-bloc framewerld of the recent past, the
tendency was to engazs: in "positional" bargaining, with the
assumpition that each zide's opening sambit was aimed to build or

protect certain military advantages., Certainly, the aim was to

-
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seaelk enitanced security through nogotiater agrcowrent,  but  not

necessarily through iwmproving the security cof the other side. In

short, the process was vuineradble to the zero-sum gane mindset of

bi-paclar rivalry. From the "acuer control” perspective,
negotiaticn would b2 a "princisplzd® process azunowledging that

while miititary forces do not zonstitute the rcot cavuse of war,
certain wmilitary postures czan coniribute to a grzater likelihood
of war. This process would air to develcp ceoperative security
habits and associated procedurszs cmorng maturs and responsible
partners in scocurity, with gach sesking to assure the other,
through tihe other’s own eyes, that aggressicn is neo't corntemplated,
Cooperative pecwer conty measures  weuld nat only stabilize
relations between neighbors, Sut also serve as a means of
strengthening and greserving interratioral law and- order,
Violations of agreements weoculd canstituts clearly identifiable and
verifiable violaticns of interratieonal stardards, and potential
garly signals of hostile intent.
In the case o+ "cooperative war oreventicn" and "deterrence”

althcugh the purpcses are commen, the logic and process differ.
Contenporary nctions of deterrence are . primarily psycholcgical in

nature, and rely on persuading an adversary, through the threat of

Pt

retaliation, that the costs of contlict would outws=igh any

potentiai advantages. Thus, deterrernce prosumss a measure of
rationaiity on the part of an adversary - a condition nct always

present, as evidenced in the Fersian Guléf war. In terms of nuclear

zctiveness canr only be assessed accurately in

= 2
[

delerrence its ef
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the esvent of its failurs;, and such failure woeld have devastating

globa: coffects. Muclear war avoidance, therefore, is a global

rather tanan unilateral cencern. "Cocperative war prevsntion”, on
the othor hand, rests not on threatening restaliation, but on

assuring punishment with decisive intzrrnatioral military force
where warranted. FPreventing war and avoiding the use in ceornflict
cf nuciear arms, and other wesapans of mwass destruction, will
demand resoclute and coogpercative action by mature and responsible
nations - action that wmight incliede, in times 0% relative
stability, cooperative development of strategic defences; and, in
the event of contlict, cooperative military intervention to

empowerr international justice and erforce international law and

order.*”

IMPACT ON MILITARY STRATEGIES AND DEFENMCE ECONOMICS

What will be the impact on military strategies of applying

principles of coilective security, and how might military meanz be
taiiored to meet collective security objectives? Firstly,

pursuing cocoperative security wiil wmean constraining unilateral
military action in favour of interrational military cooperation:
the two are nutually edclusive., Sececndiy, military strategies and
resources, geared to generic rather than specific threats, would
be derived in accordarce witihh the will and capabilities of
individual nations, and would reflect what a nation felt it could
afford within the risks and obligaticns it would be willing to

assumne. The need to maintain credible military forces would be
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justified publicly and poiiticaily by the reguirement to shoulder
a mnation’s share of the cost of snsuring global security, 25 a
responsible member of the international community,

When compared to traditicnal inrzat-pased rationalization of
military expenditures, the cocoperative cecurity approach to
sizing and shaping military forces would offsr a considerable
degree ot budgcet stability. This, in caoncert with directed efforts
to encourase broad economic coageration within overall national
security strategies, would gnable streamlining military
acqgquisitiaon structures and procsssos, It will mean less emphasis
on est%blishing vihy specific forces are needed ‘planning), and on
answering how to address service chortcomirgs (programming), ard
more emphasis on aligning force levels with realistic =xpectations
of whal funds will be availabie (budgeting). The transition toward
cooperative ways o0f managing security will msan that military
economic systems can more ciosely resemble a free mariket., Military
procurement would place as nuchl: smphasis on international
interoperability as it would on maintaining a defence-industirial
base, and would be tailored Lo premote international free trade
and nealthy industrial competition. Clearly, increasing security
interdependence will curtail the ability of nations tc act
unilaterally in their self interest. The corollary 1is that
increasing interdependence will render such action unnecessary,
and indeed undesirable. At the heart éf any cooperative security
strategy wouid be the recosnriticn that economic, scientific, and

industrial interdependence is crucial to future global stability




and security.
0+ ccecursec, an gssential responsibility of government is to

ensuwre territoirial  defence through underwriting, as a first

i

priority, & nation’s ciaim to csovereignty., This primary role could
well determine the shape of a nation’s forces, including force mix
and equipment capabilitice,. Migsgions and +iraining could be
optimized to meet unigquely natienal conditions, leading to natural

specialization and strengths in certain wmissiosr arsas which could

then be applied in a wide variety of combined military operations

-~
)

hoze nations possessing

[t

as part of cacperative security e%fcrté.
the will and thke means to play a leadership role in the
cooperative security arena would need to ensure ar  adeguately
balanced force, and an expeditionary capability to respond rapidly
and effectively to global crises. In advising governments on  how
best to design defea:é forces in supgport of cooperative security,
it wiil be the responsiciility of committed icaders to avoid
parochial interestis and to ensurs that a nation’s armed forces

maintain professional +ightiang and supporting capabilities in &ll

services. Overall, a nation’s &armsd forces must be tailored to

meet its soverign and cooperative securily abjectives constrained
oniy by realistic expectaticns of the prefile that nation would be

willing to adopt and Ffund in pursuit cf global stability and

security.

REQUIRED INSTITUTICMAL REFORMS
it has long been an ideal of natlure and responsible

gavernments to balance sovereign rights (these of acting




unilaterally in the purscit o notiaonal security!, with
international responsibilities (those of acting coaperatively
with others in the pursuit of glcbal =stability). Indeed, such is
the ovasis of the Charter of the United Natiocns which gives the
General Assembly the right to "...conszider the gsneral! principles
of cnoperaticn in the maintenance of peace and security, including
the principles governing disarmament and ths regulation of
armaments. "*® The end of bipoiar competition only servee to remove
what wmight be the toughesi barrier to developing irncreasingly
cooperative secur-ity palicies through revitalizing and
strengtihening international security institutions.

The acid test of the viability cof cooperative security any
time in the future is whether the United Nations car continue to
function etfectively, and whethsr interlocking regional - security
institutions can continue to grow in support, and as appendages,
o+ the UN. The answer will be found in the degree of political
will that ultimately emerges to pull, nst push, consensus toward
greater multilateral caﬁperatian. Thz logiz of such coogeratien
may be flawless, and therc may be every scod reason to  labor
tireiessly towards it, but cosperation wiill zlwzys be constrained
by those who are vain, petity and sclf-interested. The nzed for
enlightened lezadzrship within mature and rccponsible nations, and
within national institutione inclueding the military, hkaz never
been more acute.t?

The good news is that the Uniicd Nations has survived (up to

1o ) ite first major post-zeid war test ci adeguacy in fusing an
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eifective and cooperative inter
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national military response to Iragqi
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aggressiaon in  the Middie East. he  precursor political  and
military conditions leading te that fusion weres relatively easy,
aggressiaon was surg and military iorces wers= ready)] and ya2t, cone
year later, not all iﬁternationally-agreed sanctiars have been
fully implemented. here may be both cause and opportunity for
etfective institutional retarms tc erable more dynamic and
credible sscurity cooperation. Ir recert ycocarz, formsr  Soviet
Fresident Gorbachev cutlined a rumbzar cof interezting proposals.
For example, ithe Segcurity Courcil could convene a Military Staff
Committee, as envisioned by the $framers of ihke UM charter, to

courdinate a coliective miiitary resganse to internaticnal crises;

and the UM could create a wiiitary reserve force, with troops of

[M

ditferent countries placed under UN command, to =tatf cbservation
posts in potentiaily explosive areas or alons borderz that a
member state celicves may be atlackeud, Reforms such as these could
go a long way toward advancing the goal of cooperative war
prevention.=°

horizon of increasing

ﬁ
fu

Another bright iight  an

internationai security cocgeraticon and serving as a succesful
exanple of what might be viewsd as 2 UN subsidiary, regional

security institution, is the Conference on Security and

»ed
fr

Cocperation in Eurcpe (CSCE!. Clgarly, the CSCE has played an
integra part in the evolving Eurcpearn security environament over
the past twenty-five years. Wwiih o comprehensive and holistic

approacih to securiity (which includes human rights and economic




cooperation aiong with pslitical principles and military
sezurityl)its credentials are imngressive, including a rezord of
success in Jormalizing a series cf neasures to build military
confidence among participanis. The praospecis for the C8CE as a
viable cooperative securiiy institution were guickened in late
1990 with the deciaration of the "Charier of Paris fcr a New
gurope”® which developed important institutionzl foundations,
including e&stablishking & permanent zccretariat and a Earopean
crisis  prevention cenire. Mow, with the disintegration of the
USBR, ~ the C3CE is being pushed sver more into the spotlight as  a
principal {forum for managirg pan-LEur ., can sccurity, Witk regard to

&

cooperative war preventic., It might we the umbrella
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agency for cooperatie MHATC and {former VWarcaw Fect military
eff+orts to end existing intrastalz conflizt in the trans-Caucuses.

Ferhaps this wiil be the firzt tesl of trus ccaopsrative security
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COMCLUSIGNS

For over sourtly-five years; the primacy of nuclear deterrence
and of sustaining "the Dbalance of terror" confounded the
evoluiion of coherent security thinking. Tne thouwghtse presented in

curity paradignm that was,

m

this paper attempt to step putzide tre =

in large part, the genesis of the nuclear d2lerrence paradox. Some
mignt wview these thoughits as  lLeresy, ond denouvnce suggested
cooperative security peinciples o3 uwiopian arnd rarciful.

kevolulionary ideas can cxpest rne lezs.?* At the end cf Lhe 1%9th
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MOTES

1. For example, although it is uncertain how the future
integration of Europe will ultimately unfold, there appears to
be steady progress towards political unity within the European
Community (EC).

2. Far a comprehensive overview of changing elements of the
post-cald war era, see John L. Gaddis, "Toward the Post-Cold War
Wor-ld", Foreign Affairs, Vol 70, No 2, Spring, 1991, pp. 104-122.
In particular, "Integration is happening in a number of ways.
Consider, first, the communications revoiution, which has made it
impossible for any nation to deny its citizens knowledge cf what
is 9o0ing on elsewhere. This is a new condition in international
politics.*® '

3. See;, for exampls, MNational Security Strategy of the United
States. The White House: U3 Government Printing Cffice, Aug 1991,
p. 22. "Glabal environmental concerns...respect no international

boundaries. The stress from these environmental challenges is
already contributing to political conflict.”

4. Bernard Brodie, Strateqy in the Missile Age, (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 195%9), p. 409.

S. Liddell Hart suggests that this be restated "i+ one desires
peace then one wmust understand war." See B.H. Liddell Hart,
Strateqy : The Indirect Approach, (London : Faber and Faber,
1967}, p. 373. :

G, See,; for example, Aibert Wohklstetter, "The Delicate Balance
of Terror."_Foreign Affairs, Jan, 19357.

7. Brodie, p. 409. "Of future total wars we can say that
winning may be less ghastly than losing, but whether by much or by
little we cannot know."

8. For a collection of essays on nuclear targeting and
vweapons effects, see Strateqic Nuclear Tarqeting, ed. by Desmond
Dall and J. Richelson, {Ithaca, HNew York : Cornell Uriversity
Press, 19&6). The question of "winning" a nuclear war is academic
to the extreme and focusses on what would constitute “victory®.
Mevertheless, it became fashionable, in some circles, to speak of
deterring nuclear war and, in the event deterrence fails, fighting

and winning.
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MOTES {(cont)

Q. Ditfering oOpinions on escalation control are svident in
wide-ranging acadenic ard wunofficial debate over nuclear
deterrence sirategy. See, in particular, Faul Bracken, The Command

and Controi of Muclear Forces, (New Haven: Yale University Press,
19&83). Upinions also differ az taea ithe degree of physical
destruction and environmental! and sccial devastation that might
follow even a "limited” nuclear exchange. FPerhaps the worst case
scenario is outlined by Carl Sagan, "Muclear Winter and Climatic
Catastrophe*, Foreign Attairs, {Winter 1983-24):274, In the end,
what matters is that no ane can be certain what might remain of
existing societies and ways of life in the event of nuclzar war.
Should such wuncertainty be written off bocause it doassn’t  suit
policy ar doctrine? This has happensd in the past with devastating
results -~ and we are quick tz condemtr those in the past who were
so dogmatic in clinging tc traditicnal ways of waging war in  the
face of increasing firepower. Towmerrow, such errors may be so
calamitous that the cpportunity tc critically appraise today’'s
strategic decisions might rok be available.

10. Officially, Presidents Reagan and Gorbachev both proclaimed
in a joint Summit statement issued at Geneva in 1985, that
*puclear war cannot be wor, and must never bs fought,”

11. See, for example, Bruce Russett, "Doves, hamks and US
Fublic Opinicn®, Political Science Quarterly, Vol 105, No 4, Nov
1990, pp S45-538. "By 1987, S83% (of Anericansl thought there could
be no limited nuclear war; ithat a2 nuclear war would become all out
and all mankind would be destroyed.®

12. We should recall the advice of Car! von Clausewitz ... "War
can never be separated from political intercource," wrote the
German philosopher of strategy in the ninsteenth century, "and if
this occurs, we have betore us a senseleszs thing, without an
object.” Clausewitz, 0On War, =d. and trans. Michael Howard and
Peter Paret (Princeton: Princetan University Press, 1976)

13. For many nations,- seli-imposed limitations or restrictions
on the use of national miiitary power might go asainst the grain
and unacceptably reduce the rale that any nation might play in
influencing international security affairs. To the degree that
this solution goes against the grain of naticnsl 9goals, nations
will continue te perpetuate the likelihand of nuclear
confrontation and lead the worid precarioguely to uncertain ends.

14, For a discussior of the advantages adherence to
international iaw can offer, sex Danicl P. Moynihan,_On_the Law of

Mations, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 19%0).




NCTES (cont)

15. For a comprehensive overview of the evolution of the C5CE
and 1its potential role in managing future European security cee
Col B. A. Goetze, "The Conferencs on Security and Cooperation in
Europe: Alternatives for European Security?", Canadian Defence
guarterly, Vol. 20, No. 2, Oct 1990, pp. 27-31. As Ccl Goetze
menlions, the "so-called Bashket Three initiatives enabled concrete
meaning to negotiation of commitments or human rights®, 1In

terms of internal (vice oxternal) sctate behaviour, thesz
commitments might be seen as cartiy atltempts to articulate

internationalliy-agreed norms of state action.
1&. The impcrtarce of ailigning security strategies with public
expectations canrat be ov rstated. Se2, for example, FPhilip A.
Crowl; *"The Strategist’'s Sﬁort Catecrhisn: 5Six Guestions Without
Answers®, from The Harmaon Memorial Lectures in Military History,
No 20, Get 6, 1977; pp. 1-14. In a list of & fundamental cquestions
used -to analyze and assess the validity of wmilitary strategy,
Crowl asks: "How stiran is the YHome +front?... Can the war
plausibly be explained as a just war?" If the risk exists of
precigitating use o©f weapons of mass destructicn, unilateral
military action to advance a natior’s self-interest car never
plausibly be explained to a concerned public. When these risks
exist, as they did for 3 time during the Percsiar Gulf war, public
ppinion will 1likely insist on cooperative military acticong
undertaken only in support of intgrnatieral law, -

. Edward Teiller, "The world is at a
turning point", Reserve Officers Asspciation Mational Security
Report, Nov 1951, p. 28. Dr. Edward Teller writing an SDI: "If
the defensive effort in aii ites phases can be turned inte an
international undertaking, ther our coliaboration on them could do
a lot to reduce the cause of war...the most important topic may be
the establishment 0% an cpen world in whickk active cooperation
between every ndt'on can begin to iay the foundaticn of a peaceful
world comieunity.

17. Sew, +or example, Dr

18. From Article il of the Chartzr of the United Mations.

17. Bredie, p 9. "Ary real expan:ica ct strategic thought to
embrace the wholly new circunmstances which nuclear weapons have
produced will therefore have to be ﬂuwgloped largely within the
military 9guild itself...they must remain the prime meovers of
change in this fieid.”

20. "Toward a New United Mations”, The Toronto Globe and Mail,
25 Mar, 199L, p AiE.
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21. It 1s notl always eacsy to identify fundams=nrntal changes when
they occur. Morecover, change in the face of uncertainty implies
risky, and military i1astiiuiions whken it comes to reappraising
plans o poiicies tend to be risk-averse. Unfortunately, there
are +Jar too many who simply do not underctand or who do not want
to understand that there are alternatives te the way security has
been tarmulated in the past. There npust never be a nuclear war to
test deoctrines and strategies. We nust step forward knowinrg that a
revolution is undorway in thinking about security.

2Z. See, for example Marris Jancwibtz, "Technology and
Decision-Making”, in The CrQ{egsionai Soldier, The Fres Press,
1960, p 34. "Weapors of mass destruchtion socialize danger to the
point of =equalizing the ricks of warfare beltwzen soldier and
civiliar...Ift the military ig forceld ta think about avoiding wars,
the traditions of the "nilitary wnind’ bascd on the inevitability

3
of hostiiiticaz must change, and wmilitary decision-makin must
?
undergo transformation as wcll."
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